Are there situations in which otherwise attractively complex, sub-and cross-national 
steak, or perhaps it was salmon, I listened to a fellow attendee expound on the ways Argentina is constrained by the changes and forces on which the case for global governance-the subject of our conference-is built. And then he concluded: "Argentina is just an actor like any other."
I have no metaphysical awe of the Argentine Republic's sovereignty-one of my earliest political memories is of the Falklands War-but this struck me as profoundly incorrect. I could think of no corporation, non-governmental organization, union, or other non-state actor whose capacities come close to those of this mid-level power.
1 Yes, Argentina is constrained; it is just one player-a tremendously powerful, resourceful player. And it is not, of course, the only one.
Yet this comment was consistent with ones I heard throughout the conference-another attendee, for example, predicted the state as we know it would not be around in fifty years-and would hardly be unprecedented in any discussion of global governance.
2 Statements of faint praise for the power of states-"still relevant," with the implication "barely" or "but not for long"-suggest that there already are or soon will be other, more decisive actors. This strikes me as a problematic position-but more, as one that might indicate something problematic in the framework out of which such analysis arises, which is to say the framework of global governance: an orientation, a perspective, and ultimately a self-definition 1. Argentina's GDP is over $520 billion. Its annual budget is $61 billion; a few companies have larger revenues, but not many. Argentina has an enviable business model, extracting taxes from millions of individuals and corporate entities without paying taxes on its own enormous holdings. It administers a massive array of educational and cultural enterprises. In 1982, it launched a naval invasion across hundreds of miles of ocean. It has defaulted on its foreign debt five times. Argentina has votes in the U.N. and international organizations. Admittedly, Argentina is more powerful than most states, though this only highlights the ambition in calling it "just another actor." See CIA World Factbook: Argentina, https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/print/ar.html (last visited Nov. ("Today it seems that the heads of governments may be the last to recognise that they . . .have lost the authority over national societies and economies that they used to have . . . . [T] he impersonal forces of world markets . . .are now more powerful than the states to whom ultimate political authority . . .is supposed to belong.").
that privileges proofs of change over continuity, and that is therefore, in some endemic way, susceptible to the risks of fahionability.
I was skeptical. Still, I finished my dinner; I sat through the conference. I enjoyed both: learned a lot and ate well. I am still skeptical.
easier view to come across)-indeed the great majority either do not think anything of the kind 5 or perceive a very different trajectory. In fact, I really must take the awkward step here of stating, as clearly and inartfully as I can, that I am in no way criticizing the quality and seriousness of writing that goes under the heading global governance. The articles in this volume are themselves evidence of the quality, rigor, and thoughtfulness that much of this work evinces; several of these pieces make real contributions to understanding how components of our shared local and global communities are constructed and ordered, and one can say the same about much global governance literature. Indeed, as I will suggest, when a concept is defined as broadly as global governance is, it would be hard to imagine that it would not encompass much quality scholarship.
Yet for all the excellent individual contributions, I continue to wonder if there might not be something joining them that, taken as a whole, merits closer, critical scrutiny. An orientation towards change, and in particular assumptions about the state's malleability as an effective governing agent-a malleability often expressed in the state's relative decline in favor of other sources of legitimacy, authority, and power-defines the study of global governance, or at least drives us to call the many different things we are studying by that name. Is there not something risky in orienting a program of research around the study of change, but not, to the same degree, of continuity? My concern is directed not at what global governance theorists have written, but what they have not-at the tendency, discernible in its definition, that makes global governance (whether as discipline, theory, or concept) in some problematic way less than the sum of its excellent parts. 6 In raising concerns about global governance's orientation towards change, I am not denying that profound changes have occurred in recent decades, the last century, or last few centuries, changes which can be plausibly labeled "globalization." Contacts between individual humans, economic activity across frontiers, and interactions among states have all increased tremendously, while novel forms of decision making and participation have arisen (labor unions, non-governmental organizations, global corporations, democracy, the state itself) and spread across the globe, unifying and homogenizing political experience. This seems un-5. That same author who predicted the end of the state as we know it in fifty years notes in his article, "[h]owever, [that] sharing power does not render states obsolete or impotent." N. Brian Winchester, Emerging Global Environmental Governance, 16 ind. J. GlobAl leGAl stud. 7, 22 (2009).
6. I am speaking about global governance theory in highly general terms, but for a specific purpose: to highlight the ways in which the concept produces, or encourages, a general sensibility or perspective in its practitioners. It would be impossible, and wrong, to speak of this as a quality affirmatively attaching to each and every instance of global governance research in some concrete way.
deniable. The question, though, is does all this indicate fundamental change in the structures that have regulated human activity in the modern era? Specifically, does all this prove, or predict, a shift from a system dominated by states to a disaggregated model of the kind that global governance appears definitionally to describe, even if only as the aggregate of many smaller shifts?
As I said, I am skeptical: I think there is a real risk that global governance conflates many interesting developments into one theory (whose unifying feature is change) assigning that theory powers of transformation and justification that it does not necessarily possess and which we might logically expect it would not. The risk inherent in global governance as an analytical frame may be the simultaneous profligacy and poverty of the idea itself: its elastic definition, privileging assumptions about what the state has been, or might be, reduced to, and a concomitant shortage of rigorous engagement with evidence of continuity. Skeptical in other words, not about change, but about its interpretation: does the concept of global governance afford us a robust new mode for understanding of our world, or have we purchased the intellectual equivalent of a pair of really big sunglasses? 7 This little essay suggests three things. First, problems of definition may continue to plague discussion of global governance even as it moves forthrightly into the future. Second, global governance as a theory may overstate the challenges to the state and the robustness of alternatives, to the degree it overemphasizes the effects of recent change and fails fully to incorporate predictably sticky elements in states' functional capacities. And third, this overstatement in turn creates a risk that global governance as an organizing concept will act more as an aggregator than a generator of insights, contributing little to the otherwise excellent individual work conducted under its rubric. But I will only suggest: I do not intend a comprehensive critique, but only to note some obvious points that the discipline may be structurally inclined to discount. Thinking about the limits is not necessarily skepticism about all the changes that constitute global governance, but instead it is a way to give useful shape to a set of ideas and processes which, as yet, are as inchoate as they may be undeniable.
Finally, this article arises from a conference and makes use of its papers, presentations, and the found bits of conversation that make any conference valuable. Such things are hard to footnote, but the kinds of questions that arise from taking global governance seriously-the obvious critiques that arise the moment one really does-are going to be asked again, at other conferences, with the quality of a set piece, even though they are serious, unsettled, annoying, and likely to be so for as long as global governance remains fashionable.
II. The Problem of Defining Global Governance, and Defining It as We Do
Many scholars have noted problems with defining global governance, 8 and that is unsurprising, because global governance-at least the study and discussion of it-is an enterprise whose contours may best be defined by their elasticity. Certainly, the range of subjects proffered as instances of global governance-private lawsuits, satellite consortia, business cartels, constitutional courts, constitutional design, non-governmental organization activism and accountability mechanisms, Does it refer to a central authority that can exercise control over far-flung situations on a global scale? Or is it limited to the exercise of authority in particular situations, such as environmental threats or outbreaks of widespread violence, which may be global in scope and especially dire? Or does it connote the sum of all diverse efforts of communities at every level to move towards goals while preserving their coherence from one moment to the next? In contemporary academic debate about world politics, "global governance" is all over the place . . . . Whether it is observable phenomena . . .or the ubiquitous talk about global governance itself, almost any process or structure of politics beyond the state-regardless of scope, content, or context-has within the last few years been declared part of a general idea of global governance. What this idea is about is a question rarely addressed. Instead, most of the works on global governance stop short of pondering why they are using the newly coined termrather than, say, more old-fashioned terms such as international organization or international politics-and what is implied by its use. On the other hand, those who do ask, "What is global governance?" are likely to come to the conclusion that "'Global Governance' appears to be virtually anything." and pipeline negotiations-confirms either the capaciousness or the cacophony of global governance.
Id
It is hard to define things. Yet without agreement or a sense of scope, it is not clear that we are even dealing with a coherent phenomenon, which makes it difficult to move on to best practices. Still, I think there is a coherent definition of global governance, though I am not sure it helps make the case for the concept: What best unites the many instances of global governance, definitionally, is a particular temporal interpretation-a claim about recent or current change-that in turn may have consequences for the clarity, robustness, and directionality of research.
"Governance" might be narrowly described as legitimated decision making and execution.
9 But this brings governance uncomfortably close to the word it clearly mimics and sidesteps, 10 strangling at birth the idea that something other than a government might have a role in governing. A broader definition-which better describes the mainstream of the discipline 11 -captures richness beyond the formal, 12 but also risks succumbing to its lexical laxity: the soon acts of Parliament, the peasant risings, the subtle conventions for riding elevators, and the rules 9. Cf. Order in the Jungle, Economist, Mar. 15, 2008, at 83, 83 (defining governance as "political accountability and the quality of bureaucracy as well as the rule of law"). The United Nations Development Program defines "good governance" as "the responsible exercise of political, economic and administrative authority in the management of a country's affairs at all levels." Aide Memoire, International Conference on Governance for Sustainable Growth and Equity, U.N. Dev. Program, N.Y., (July 28-30, 1997), available at http://mirror.undp. org/magnet/icg97/MEMOIR2.HTM. Minus "responsible," this would presumably define "governance."
10. See coMMission on GlobAl GovernAnce, our GlobAl neiGhborhood: the rePort of the coMMission on GlobAl GovernAnce, at xvi (1995) ("As this report makes clear, global governance is not global government.").
11. Id. at 2 ("Governance is the sum of the many ways individuals and institutions, public and private, manage their common affairs. It is a continuing process through which conflicting or diverse interests may be accommodated and co-operative action may be taken. It includes formal institutions and regimes empowered to enforce compliance, as well as informal arrangements that people and institutions either have agreed to or perceive to be in their interest."); see also for Kosher meat are all governance. 13 Not that there is anything wrong with that; like Molière's Bourgeois Gentilhomme, you may be delighted to discover you have been engaged in governance all your life.
Either way, governance, properly considered, is atemporal; it describes a general theory, reminding us that formal institutions never fully represent human complexity.
14 "Global," in turn, suggests a focus on levels either hierarchically above or at least different from the state. 15 But as it is most commonly used in connection with "governance," "global" introduces a potentially problematic temporal claim. It would certainly be possible to conceive of "global governance" as an atemporal analytical approach-a methodological commitment to engaging complexity and avoiding exclusively statist interpretations-that one could apply at any point in history. 16 Yet despite the availability of such a perspective, what best unites the members of the defined set "global governance" is the temporal variant: governance is changing under conditions of interconnectedness that are happening now. 13. Cf. coMMission on GlobAl GovernAnce, supra note 10, at 2-3 (giving examples ranging from "a neighborhood cooperative formed to install and maintain a standing water-pipe," a stock exchange, NGOs, the global capital market, and private associations of beet farmers).
14. 16. So, for example, Rosenau's description of "global governance. . .conceived to include systems of rule at all levels of human activity-from the family to the international organization-in which the pursuit of goals through the exercise of control has transnational repercussions[,]" could plausibly frame research into such systems in any age. James N. Rosenau, Governance in the Twenty-first Century, 1 GlobAl GovernAnce 13 (1995), cited in Dingwerth & Pattberg, supra note 8, at 189 n.18. When I looked, Wikipedia defined "global governance" in fairly atemporal terms as "the political interaction of transnational actors aimed at solving problems that affect more than one state or region when there is no power of enforcing compliance." Wikipedia, Global Governance, http://en.wikipedia .org/wiki/Global_governance (last visited Nov. 8, 2008). Wikipedia is a derivative source, but I like to use it because it is, in its way, a social analogue for the kinds of challenges and processes global governance entails. And of course, you can change it.
17. Rosenau, again, defines global governance as "an irreversible process [where] authority is increasingly disaggregated, resulting in a system of global governance that comprises more and more centres of authority in every corner of the world and at every level of community." Winchester, supra note 5, at 18. This removes "global" from the atemporally methodological and places it firmly in the realm of outcome obtained under processes presently (if to Rosenau irreversibly) underway. On this last point: When theorists describe global governance as a systemic shift, the system they are shifting from is the Westphalian. The remembered Westphalian system was marked by the factual existence of (and normative support for) self-legitimating states, whose people and processes were their own concern. Of course, the Westphalian system was much more than apotheosized 18. Here again, as throughout, I am not asserting some specious uniformity among theorists-I am only speaking of tendencies and implicit commonalities; actual instantiations of theory and policy may produce highly variable outcomes, and, as I have noted, an atemporal orientation towards the global is certainly available.
19 sovereignty and non-interference; with its principle of cuius regio eius religio, 22 its provisions for free commercial traffic, and its norms of conquest, Westphalia was a model of global governance too-an international system for solving problems in the absence of global government. 23 Nor was Westphalia static; its norms were refined, abandoned, and accreted from the very beginning, as indeed some global governance theorists recognize. 24 The post-Westphalian world began the day after Westphalia was signed, 25 and the late Westphalian state was far more similar to our post-Westphalian condition than to its earliest incarnations. 26 All this is obvious enough, and I think most global governance scholarship is fully consistent with these obvious propositions. Still, even measured analysis that in no way anticipates the disappearance of the state often takes it as evident that "the Westphalian system" is failing conceptually and even practically, and that global governance represents its replacement. 27 Here we encounter a first consequential . Westphalia also preserved norms of warfare and conquest, which, if one thinks about it, are not conducive to territorial sovereignty. Full territorial integrity is a product of the post-WWII era and is one reason why the "intrusive" project of human rights arises at the same time.
24. Cf. Stephen D. Krasner, Compromising Westphalia, in the GlobAl trAnsforMAtions reAder, supra note 2, at 124, 124-35. "The Westphalian model has never been more than a reference point or a convention; it has never been some deeply confining structure from which actors could not escape." Id. at 124.
25. Westphalia is a pastiche: Münster and Osnabrück, signed in 1648, and the Treaty of the Pyrenees, signed in 1659. Westphalia's central innovation expanded a religious recognition principle from the Peace of Augsburg, signed in 1555, and while those who signed Münster in 1648 contemplated an eventual Franco-Spanish treaty (mentioned in Articles IV and V), they could not have known it would take another eleven years. It all sounds so messy and complex, not like "Westphalia" at all.
26. The early Westphalian state: was religious, agricultural, monarchical and feudal; possessed a minimal state apparatus; lacked concepts such as secularism, separation of powers, professional bureaucracy, or human rights; and used Latin as a language for system-wide communication.
27. See, e.g., Cutler, supra note 2, at 133 ("Westphalian-inspired notions of state-centricity, positivist international law, and 'public' definitions of authority are incapable of capturing the significance of non-state actors, [like transnational corporations and individuals], informal normative structures, and private, economic power in the global political economy."); see also seyoM broWn, internAtionAl relAtions in A chAnGinG GlobAl systeM: toWArd A theory of the World Polity 107-18 (2d ed. 1996) (describing incongruities between the state system and developments in ecology and economics).
instance of a definition weighted towards change that may exercise a distorting effect on the broader direction of research.
For now, though, we should simply note this claim of systemic shift, as well as the frequent identification of global governance with relatively greater mass participation; though in some instances global networks may end up strengthening the state, in many other the process of solving complex, cross-border problems will also expand participation by individuals, corporations, NGOs, cultural groups, and other non-state actors. For many scholars, this is a positive enthusiasm, a project of political preference and advocacy; for others, it may be a thing to be guarded against, at least in specific instantiations, such as global jihad or the rise of multinational corporations. What these all share, though, is a perspective that privileges evidence of change particularly through moves towards greater complexity below, above, and between traditional states.
28 Several papers at this conference sounded such themes.
29
With this in mind, I put forward my own assay at what global governance's self-definition might be:
A broadly-defined array of changes in the distribution of authority, legitimacy, decision making and participation by individuals and organizations in ordering human society, in response to similarly broad changes to material, social, technological, and economic conditions. These changes center on the increasing interconnectedness and complexity of life and the concomitant inability of the existing state system (composed of territorially, jurisdictionally, hierarchically bounded units) adequately to respond. This leads to the formation or legitimation of disaggregated networks of sub-or cross-state communities as rule-producing and rule-enforcing actors. Global governance is therefore marked by simultaneous moves to higher and lower (or more decentralized) levels of functional organization than traditional states, and toward greater participation by individuals. The changes leading to global governance have been occurring over an indeterminate timeframe at least since industrialization, more so since the Second World War, and especially in recent decades. Global governance marks a significant shift from the Westphalian state-centered governance system. This definition-which I hope reasonably captures the main themes that global governance scholarship shares without capturing too much else-places us in a position to consider the enormous problems inherent in talking about shifts in governing power: problems in identifying an historical baseline and describing a trajectory. I think it does this by demonstrating that the otherwise inchoate concept global governance has a discernible, and therefore contestable, core; the claim at its center is that, although we have never had a hierarchical global order and have always had complex systems to create order, problems requiring global coordination have increased and the capacity of states to handle those problems (and thus be positioned as the exclusive or predominant actors) has not kept pace. Global governance is not merely a theory about decision making in general; it is a claim that particular, consequential changes are happening now. That is clear enough. Is it true?
III. Still Relevant: Looking Forward to Looking Back at the State
Is the state system undergoing a radical transformation? Is something displacing its authority? Are there any limits-situations in which otherwise attractively complex, transnational, globalized networks are structurally unlikely to replace the hoary old Westphalian state? These are questions about the future. As global governance theorists acknowledge, states wield enormous influence in governance of the globe, 30 but this fact does little to engage the debate, because given its focus on recent, novel change, global governance may best be understood as a prediction about effects of globalization that are often only beginning to be fully felt: the fact that only 5 percent of humanity has ever flown 31 or that this is the first year more than half of us live in cities 32 is irrelevant if one discerns the trend. 33 I accept that, and move to the question of interpretation: might the best evidence for global governance be more ambiguous 30 . See, e.g., Rosenau, supra note 16, at 13 ("The United Nations system and national governments are surely central to the conduct of global governance, but they are only part of the full picture.").
31. than it appears? I think the answer is possibly yes. That evidence reveals inconsistent baselines for claims about change over time and problematic assumptions about the state that may fail to account for its dynamism-problems, that is, arising out of the temporal, change-oriented definition of global governance.
A. Do Changes Challenge the State System?
On the standard account, profound changes in social and economic patterns challenge states' monopoly on governance. But mere change is not enough; it must be change that demonstrably alters the capacity of the present system of states (and their regimes) to govern. Consider technology: although some theorists have supposed that technological change would weaken the state's ability to exert certain forms of control, 34 states are as likely to gain power from technological change as they are to lose it. In recent decades, technology has, on balance, enhanced gov-34. See, e.g., Jessica T. Mathews, Power Shift, foreiGn Aff., Jan.-Feb. 1997, at 50, 51:
The most powerful engine of change in the relative decline of states and the rise of nonstate actors is the computer and telecommunications revolution, whose deep political and social consequences have been almost completely ignored. Widely accessible and affordable technology has broken governments' monopoly on the collection and management of large amounts of information and deprived governments of the deference they enjoyed because of it. In every sphere of activity, instantaneous access to information and the ability to put it to use multiplies the number of players who matter and reduces the number who command great authority. The effect on the loudest voice-which has been government's-has been the greatest.
By drastically reducing the importance of proximity, the new technologies change people's perceptions of community. Fax machines, satellite hookups, and the Internet connect people across borders with exponentially growing ease while separating them from natural and historical associations within nations. In this sense a powerful globalizing force, they can also have the opposite effect, amplifying political and social fragmentation by enabling more and more identities and interests scattered around the globe to coalesce and thrive.
. . . . Above all, the information technologies disrupt hierarchies, spreading power among more people and groups. In drastically lowering the costs of communication, consultation, and coordination, they favor decentralized networks over other modes of organization . . . . Governments, on the other hand, are quintessential hierarchies, wedded to an organizational form incompatible with all that the new technologies make possible. ernment capacity to monitor, 35 control, 36 and gather information 37 on citizens and corporations in ways a cash and postal economy obscured. Claims that technology is rendering the state less central to governance also require a sophisticated calculus to identify the point at which technology began to dismantle, rather than build up the state; historically it was the technological and social innovation accompanying the Industrial Revolution which made the modern state (with its enormous powers to tax, keep records, organize military forces, and provide services) both possible and inevitable. 38 migrants, 39 another standard proof of changes to which states are ill-equipped to respond 40 -is 3 percent of the world's population. Even as a trend, it is disappointing to find the vast majority of people so sedentary. 41 For those who do move, frontiers, immigration rules, and citizenship restrictions are ever-present proofs of the role states play in ordering human existence. 42 It is still true, as Arendt pointed out, that statelessness is the most debilitating social condition. 43 Nor is the present flow unprecedented; the nineteenth century had higher rates, 44 and despite a decades-long wave, the United States (99 percent of whose population is the result of an enormous migration over the last 516 years) has still not reached the level of foreign-born population it had prior to 1910 45 -a date some would identify as a highwater mark of the Westphalian order.
The fact of change is not itself evidence of relative decline in states' capacity; an additional act of interpretation is necessary, one that takes seriously the identification of historical baselines that allow us to consider how unique present levels 46 and the valence changing conditions might have on the governing balance. A global governance theory that is, even implicitly, premised on the study of change risks mistaking mere change for proof of transformation in the international regime of governance-and thus becoming a circular proof of its own proposition that global governance is a meaningful analytical category.
B. Evidence of Actually Existing Global Governance
The case for global governance is based not only on states' diminished relative capacity but also on the rise of alternatives. Change creates space in which viable competitors arise: non-governmental organizations (NGOs), multilateral institutions, private law making. As the incredibly broad range of subjects broached at the conference suggests, 47 global governance expresses itself in an incredibly broad range of ways-so broad, in fact, that it may not describe a coherent claim about displacement, fragmentation, or reconfiguration of state power across time.
NGOs
No field better demonstrates these problematic tendencies than analysis of NGOs as vectors of cross-national and sub-national governance 48 -certainly, "global 46. Cf. Rerum Novarum, supra note 4 ("That the spirit of revolutionary change, which has long been disturbing the nations of the world, should have passed beyond the sphere of politics and made its influence felt in the cognate sphere of practical economics is not surprising. The elements of the conflict now raging are unmistakable, in the vast expansion of industrial pursuits and the marvellous discoveries of science; in the changed relations between masters and workmen; in the enormous fortunes of some few individuals, and the utter poverty of the masses; the increased self reliance and closer mutual combination of the working classes; as also, finally, in the prevailing moral degeneracy."); His Holiness Pope John Paul II, Centesimus Annus (May 1, 1991 Although the Ukrainian disability advocates discussed at the conference received international support, their goals and operating methods were entirely oriented towards lobbying the Ukrainian state or effecting change in public opinion in the Ukraine. Likewise, the Kimberly Process, raised in the conference as an example of the "penetration of standards," is assimilable to models of corporate and civic interaction with governments. Winchester notes the limits within which NGOs continue to operate: "Notwithstanding enhanced influence, non-state actors must still appeal to states to act, or seek states' approval or at least acquiescence." Winchester supra note 5, at 22. This seems equally true of such examples as NGO involvement in the creation of the International Criminal Court and the Landmines Convention. Cf. Ku, supra note 48, at 116-17. Lobbying is entirely new era of global transnational citizen activism that is radically transforming the landscape of international diplomacy [,] " 56 accredited delegates (including 114 heads of state) were outnumbered ten to one by NGO members, farmers, businessmen, and indigenous people "all of whom were in Rio de Janeiro to lobby delegates and attempt to influence conference declarations." 57 This is fully consistent with models of participation within the existing state system. 58 Yet discourse has long since turned to NGOs' accountability, 59 as if they already had a significant governance role; this is true even of the significant literature critical of the rise of NGOs on democratic legitimacy grounds, which raises such criticisms precisely because it accepts the significance of the shift. Numerical proliferation-evidence of change-may interfere with critical analysis of how, precisely, NGOs constitute functional governance in relation to the state. 60 None of this is to diminish the important work performed by NGOs or the validity of scholarly analysis of that work; it is only to suggest that interpreting this work as governance may not meaningfully describe it or contribute to our understanding of it.
Business Self-Regulation
In many ways, the claim that global business and consumer activists are developing their own regulatory environment is the most compelling locus for global governance; 61 here too, however, the very act of focusing on these actors may draw attention away from others. So for example, at the conference, the Baku-Tbilisi- Ceyhan (BTC) pipeline was presented as an instance of corporations taking a leading role in structuring states' legal regimes. In a deal with a British Petroleum-led consortium, Azerbaijan, Georgia, and Turkey agreed to enforce legal regimes whose evolution they did not control and signed on to supervisory processes like the Extractive Industries Transparency Initiative. 62 It is quite a story: the corporation as lawmaker more sovereign than the state, now figuring as "just another player" and not the decisive one.
But someone taking even a cursory glance at a map might wonder at the curious route of BTC. Owing to the impasse over Nagorno-Karabakh, Armenia's frontiers with Azerbaijan and Turkey are closed, so the pipeline had to be routed over Georgia. There is a shorter route through Iran, but this is unacceptable to the United States. Georgia's littoral is closer still, but Turkey insisted tankers not sail through Istanbul 63 and diverted the pipeline to the Mediterranean, which entitles it to billions of dollars in transit fees. BP's consortium was not powerless, but its investment was determined by classic geostrategic concerns. The only reason BTC got built at all is that the United States pressed for a route to break the Russian and Iranian lock on transshipment of Central Asian oil; business decisions alone cannot explain BTC's route, or even its existence. The consortium is like a ship struggling to chart a course through rough seas: a savvy captain can steer his vessel safely through and even turn a profit, but it is a foolish captain who forgets, even for a moment, where he is, or who sails straight into the storm.
64
Unquestionably global economic forces are in flux, and corporate networks exert enormous influence on their own regulatory environment, but this merely returns us to the question of baselines: when have states ever had control of their economic destinies? The nineteenth and early twentieth centuries were marked by depressions on a pan-European or global scale, 65 while within and across given economies, the largest companies were enormously influential. When one recalls the enormous foreign investments of the Westphalian past, their interconnection with geopolitics-the Vereenigde Oostindische Compagnie, the Ottoman Public Debt Administration, the Suez Canal, United Fruit-and the ambiguous position this put minor powers in, one wonders why exactly we think that state-corporate interactions like BTC are fundamentally different; 66 why, that is, that they suggest the state is weakening, rather than that there have always been strong and weak states, both in the Westphalian past and today. Indeed, if one considers the extraordinary rise in the power of the state since the early nineteenth century-the increase in its tax base, bureaucracy, and responsibilities-it is possible that the contemporary state has more control over the economy than its notionally more sovereign counterpart. 67 True, we are several decades into a shift from dirigisme toward free-market liberalization, which logically tracks with diminution of state control and a rise in horizontal regulation by business and capital markets; this recommends an interpretative frame open to the possibility that this is a correction. 68 States retain enormous authority to regulate and define business both within and between their jurisdictions, and there may be predictable limits to any shift. Development theory suggests the fundamental importance of clear norms about property and contract, which may imply decisional hierarchy 69 and thus a minimum state function, which markets may find difficult to substitute. 66 . The economic interpenetration of the industrial powers prior to the First World War is axiomatic. Cf. norMAn AnGell, the GreAt illusion (1913) (discussing economic interpenetration and its pacific effects); Hirst & Thompson, supra note 44, at 274-86. The standard turn-as with NGOs-is to emphasize the unprecedented (and undeniable) quantitative growth. See Matthews, supra note 34, at 52 ("Today's powerful nonstate actors are not without precedent. The British East India Company ran a subcontinent, and a few influential NGOs go back more than a century. But these are exceptions. Both in numbers and in impact, nonstate actors have never before approached their current strength. And a still larger role likely lies ahead.") Thus, discussing Angell's thesis, one participant in the conference suggested the vastly greater volume and speed of trade today is the decisive difference. I am not competent to evaluate this entirely sensible suggestion, though I gather the whole point of the distinction-apart from its possible truth-is that as a percentage of total trade, the present levels of transnational commerce are not unprecedented, and were last achieved in an era we identify with strong state sovereignty. (Note too, in Matthews, the element of prediction.) 67. I mean more control in terms consistent with classical theory of the sovereign state, and not solely by virtue of participation in international institutions in the way theorists like Raustiala argue, though these effects may also be occurring. These are problems of time. It may be, in other words, that global governance theory as formulated has disinclined its students to sufficient study of historical and theoretical evidence for the strengthening of the state over time which a full embrace of a more atemporal idea of global governance would recommend. Difficulty accounting for the possibility of predictable limits is but one consequence of an definitional frame biased toward indicia of novelty. It is not clear if the changes underlying proofs of global governance have occurred only recentlysince the Second World War and especially in the last three decades 70 -or are a process that roughly tracks the modern era, 71 a timeframe that includes the rise of the state itself.
Supranationalism
Lurking behind many global governance claims is the European Unionundoubted proof of post-national, post-sovereignty governance. 72 Arguably, though, the soft-power experiments of the EU present little challenge to the state system, and instead point to a conceptual problem with the theory's definition; the EU is not a governance organ in the broad sense, but in the narrow one-a kind of government. As the EU acquires the powers of states, it becomes more statelike-accreting constitutions, elected bodies, fiscal powers, regulatory authority, and a foreign policy. The forging of a "state-like" EU coexisting and overlapping with traditional states would (already does) constitute a novel, world-historical realignment of power that richly deserves to be studied-but it would also be in many ways a state, perhaps best understood as consolidated, rationalized Westphalianism. This may be a general problem with the approach to power in theories of global governance-especially, perhaps, theories of network disaggregation-which seldom articulate how, once meaningful power is trans- ferred into non-state actors' hands (or to networks of states and supranational institutions), they will not discover incentives to preserve and expand that power which may, in effect, convert them into state-like entities themselves.
73 Such changes would still be consequential, but better accounting for Westphalian continuities would move global governance theory toward a less expansive, though no less important interpretation of real change.
C. The Thinness and Directionality of Global Governance's Evidence
These examples, few and incomplete as they are, are also perhaps hopelessly substantive, and my point is not to contest the fact of shifts in power (and certainly not the fact of change), but to suggest imbalances that may arise out of the nature of the project. I think these have to do with the interpretative frame: the most problematic element of global governance theory may be its starting point that the modern state is in significant transition under pressure from an array of mechanisms and processes. The proffered evidence suggests real problems with identifying the timeframe in which to make claims about such changes and with identifying them as challenges. If global governance is a recent phenomenon, how do we explain the occurrence of disaggregated non-state action in earlier eras? 74 If global governance is occurring over centuries, then why are the evolving state apparatus and interstate system not themselves a robust response to those changes? Evidence of actual exist-73. Cf. Rosenau, supra note 8, cited in Winchester, supra note 5, at 18 (referring to the "increasing" and "irreversible" disaggregation of authority). But what if it is the nature of power to aggregate itself? Much political philosophy and human history support the proposition that actors and institutions tend to accumulate power. See tilly, supra note 38 (discussing dominance by coercive and capital-holding elements in competition for control of state); cf. Lord Acton, Letter to Bishop Mandell Creighton, in life And letters of MAndell creiGhton 371-72 (Glehn Creighton & Louis Creighton eds., 1906). In contradistinction, global governance may prove too optimistic about the capacity for disaggregated networks-which are supposed to arise and reform functionally-to perform defined governance tasks without adopting a power logic. It may be, in other words, that disaggegrated network theory does not describe a stable equilibrium, but only a mechanism of transfer between equilibria. The new actors might not be states-they might be a new Hanseatic League, non-territorial actors, institutions, cartels-but to the degree their interests competed with other states, they might find it necessary, in defending those interests, to compete directly with states and in effect displace them by becoming them. (This logic explains the rapid spread of the modern, European state model under industrialism and decolonization, for example.) The point, however, is that global governance theory, having incorporated assumptions about change and often disaggregation into the definitional heart of the model, may not be conceptually equipped to consider this objection.
74. Cf. Anderson, supra note 49, at 4-8 (identifying abiding instances of inherently transborder, non-state actors interacting with the ruler in the Western Christian tradition, though noting also their profound differences from modern NGOs).
ing global governance can be as thin and imbalanced as its definition is expansive and unrestrained, relying on the observation that more NGOs, multinational corporations, institutions and networks exist-that change is happening-and the invocation of speculative trajectories. Focused as it is on processes of change-and often on non-state actors-global governance may be conceptually inattentive to evidence of the state's capacity for dynamic reconstitution.
75
I am not defending a monolithic State. The insight that states are social constructs teeming with disparate and contesting elements is not new; 76 states and the state system are complex, and always have been. That is the point: even in the high Westphalian moment, whenever that was, states were not monolithic actors, but complex, internally contradictory, teeming multiplicities with overlapping affiliations that reached outside borders to like-minded actors inside other supposedly sovereign units. 77 But if the state never was a centralized, unitary creature, there is no necessary reason to interpret present proofs of heterogeneity or dynamic response as a relative decline in state power or a novel disaggregation. This continuing plurality and multiplicity does not necessarily change the social reality of the constructed state as an actor fulfilling identifiable functions-some of which may, even as they change in their particulars, reflect a patterned maintenance of certain governance functions: a core state.
78

D. The Most Annoying Question: Is There an Irreducible State?
Rather than replicate an imbalanced definitional logic, the most comprehensive research explores the balance between "governance by government" and "other governance" by asking if there are any irreducible or sticky elements of the 75. Dynamic change in response to environmental shifts can produce the functional equivalent of stasis-the maintenance of a stable set of relationships to other actors. 78. Cf. Raustiala, supra note 67, at 843 (discussing sovereignty-strengthening functions of international institutions, and calling this "a line of thinking that rejects the dominant thinking on sovereignty and institutions").
state. 79 This seems intuitively plausible: states have proven considerably more durable phenomena than most private organizations (other than religions).
80 A "Westphalian continuity corollary" would suggest that a) even in conditions of dynamic change, b) states demonstrate persistent, possibly irreducible powers, c) which may be necessary functions under international conditions of anarchy.
Are In addition, many states have populations that, rationally or otherwise, are willing to die or kill for the state project. This list is too long to be a true minimum 85 there are many states that do not fulfill these criteria-but functions related to 80. Hosti, supra note 77, at 31 ("In terms of endurance, the state is far safer than is a typical business firm."). Argentina, for example, was launched as an independent enterprise in 1816 and has been operating continuously ever since.
81. Obviously the state is not essentially irreducible, since there were times in recorded history when states did not even exist in anything like the form we now know. I restrict myself to conditions of complex, industrialized societies with communications and trade networks-conditions likely to persist.
82. That is, organized political entities controlling a territory and population. Cf. 83. Milman-Sivan, supra note 29, reminds us that the International Labour Organization is almost unique in having non-state representatives in its governance, and even these are appointed by the states. Constitution of the International Labour Organization art. 3.5, available at http://www.ilo.org/ilolex/ english/constq.htm. (Some human rights treaty commission members serve in a personal capacity; they are also appointees.)
84. See Dauvergne, supra note 42, at 588 (calling migration controls "last bastion" of sovereignty). This is not the case for production and capital, which are much more mobile than human populations.
85. There is no reason to think labor markets must be as restricted as they now are, for example.
defense, basic security, taxation, citizenship policy and even-though it goes to the very heart of global governance-maintenance of basic legal and government structures are a plausible minimum. 86 As much global governance literature acknowledges explicitly or implicitly, 87 there is little evidence that states are surrendering these core functions, 88 or even disaggregating them 89 in any way that meaningfully limits the role of states to act individually or in concert qua states-that is, as they long have. Moreover, there may be a categorical displacement effect. Some state-like entity exercises these powers almost everywhere-not because it is normatively good, but because some entity inevitably will, and that entity, by virtue of performing those functions, takes on the qualities we associate with the state. 90 Even this short list would constitute a powerful limit on the scope of global governance, espcially if the effectuation of these minima continued to create the kind of gravitational effect on other functions as it did in the nineteenth century. 86. This is the classical liberal "night watchman state." Cf. robert nozick, AnArchy, stAte, And utoPiA 26 (1974). I am not justifying a minimal state, rather suggesting it is a predictable minimal limit. Cf. Anderson, supra note 49, at 37 ("The cause of global governance, and partnership with global civil society, looks much less attractive when security itself is an issue."); Strange, supra note 2, at 149 ("The need for a political authority of some kind, legitimated either by coercive force or by popular consent, or more often by a combination of the two, is the fundamental reason for the state's existence. But many states are coming to be deficient in these fundamentals.").
87. A relative lack of global governance research on these core functions could constitute implicit acknowledgement that they are not areas as readily subject to a change logic.
88. But see Strange, supra note 2, at 149 (Declining state power "is less effective on those basic matters that the market, left to itself, has never been able to provide-security against violence, stable money for trade and investment, a clear system of law and the means to enforce it, and a sufficiency of public goods like drains, water supplies, infrastructures for transport and communications.").
89. Anne-Marie Slaughter, The Real New World Order, foreiGn Aff., Sept.-Oct. 1997, at 183, 184 ("The state is not disappearing, it is disaggregating into its separate, functionally distinct parts. These parts-courts, regulatory agencies, executives, and even legislatures-are networking with their counterparts abroad, creating a dense network of relations that constitutes a new, transgovernmental order."). Slaughter's networks have real effects (including the strengthening of states' sovereignty, as Raustiala argues), but few of them go to the core functions of the state. Nor has the "competing notion of 'human security . . .creeping around the edges of official thinking" created meaningful inroads in state functions. Mathews, supra note 34, at 51.
90. Cf. Jennifer Hyndman, Conflict, Citizenship, and Human Security: Geographies of Protection, in WAr, citizenshiP, territory (Deborah Cowen & Emily Gilbert eds., 2007) (discussing security as the core good provided by the state). In some places the state fails dramatically to provide even these minima. We call those places "failed states," and it is an interesting question whether the existence of such places-and the fact that we interpret them as "failed"-argues for or against global governance as a predictive model, at least with reference to the many "functioning" states.
91. This list is rough but not arbitrary; it is rationally related to human security in a world that lacks hierarchical ordering. The cosmopolitan fantasy of a post-Westphalian non-territoriality brunts up against the fact of humans' physicality, and their consequent, irreducible need to organize themselves on territory-the Hobbesian foundation of security and Maslowian heart of any governance project. 92 Anarchy is not a Westphalian condition, but a given in all conditions short of global government; two or more bounded states create horizontality between them, which reinforces the need for local hierarchical structures to secure and govern the space and protect the people within, including their ability to reach out and interact. 93 And as we have seen, beyond this minimum, during the timeframes most commonly proposed for global governance, states have acquired an extraordinary range of additional powers to regulate, redistribute, and coordinate among themselves, often in direct, dynamic response to changes in the broader socioeconomic environment-as, for example, in the nineteenth and early twentieth century, when increased mobility and passport regimes developed in parallel. Thus we confront an image of the state with a predictable, functional core, and a contingent but expansive set of powers around it. Such a view renders the state resilient, not static, able to mobilize and master changing resources, able to reinvent and redeploy itself. 94 A Westphalian sensibility-the view that the state is an inevitable (not necessarily desirable) constructive consequence of large-scale populations living in conditions of anarchy-is necessarily skeptical about any project that does not adequately account for such possibilities.
Of course, global governance is to some extent constructed in contradistinction to traditions in political science and international relations that emphasize anarchy and a focus on states. 95 To the degree global governance is simply an antidote to a Walzian reductivism 96 or formalist legal analysis of the sovereign State, 97 it is both welcome and, I would have thought, redundant. The standard defense of the "billiard-ball" approach to theorizing international relations-the need for parsimony in theory-seems unsatisfying: accounting for complexity does indeed render theory more complex, but that is an acceptable price. 98 Still, in its quest for a more accurate complexity, global governance as theory risks substituting one simplification for another. By organizing and conceptualizing itself in opposition to state-centered anarchic theories of international relations and emphasizing the role of non-state actors, global governance risks overcompensating, discounting the meaningful contribution that theories of anarchy-which are generally static 99 -make to our understanding. One might well disagree with an interpretation relying on principles of anarchy, but global governance should have some theory of the minimal state. Asking about predictable minima is not essentialist, especially if by doing so we mean no more than to provide balance to the observation that change is always occurring and that the transit times for goods, people, and ideas have been reduced, which tells us nothing about their relationship to political entities that are themselves dynamically responsive. Recognizing that a predictable set of functions attach to the state-that whatever exercises those functions will be something like a state-helps pragmatically shape predictions about the spread, and limit, of global governance.
Quite simply, theory must more adequately consider the possibility, not only of change but also of continuity. Global governance-definitionally oriented to the study of complex change and to the belief that there is not a central set of actors 100 -may privilege assumptions which, right or not, color researchers' choice of subject, research design, and conclusions, and thus risks succumbing to the combination of profligacy and poverty inherent in its definition, reaching inaccurate conclusions that may overemphasize the significance of socioeconomic changes and underemphasize the state's resilient centrality in the global governance regime.
IV. Change We Believe in: The Exuberant Style in Global Governance
Given that a serviceable, balanced atemporal definition of global governance is available that might avoid these risks, what accounts for the persistence of the temporal version?
Though its antecedents extend back farther, global governance as a discipline was largely constructed in the 1990s 101 -a period following the end of the Cold War that also saw the End of History, a New World Order, unipolarity, and the "irrational exuberance" of a New Economy. 102 Appropriately, in a chronological if not intellectual sense, there was a greater than usual florescence of millennialism in those days. And indeed, within global governance, one can discern a phase in 100. Cf. Dingwerth & Pattberg, supra note 8, at 192 ("[T]he notion of global governance starts from the assumption that a wide variety of forms of governance exist next to each other and that a hierarchy among these various mechanisms is hard, if not impossible, to discern: 'There is no single organizing principle on which global governance rests, no emergent order around which communities and nations are likely to converge. Global governance is the sum of myriad-literally millions of-control mechanisms driven by different histories, goals, structures, and processes . . . . In terms of governance, the world is too disaggregated for grand logics that postulate a measure of global coherence.'"). Obviously, many global governance scholars acknowledge the important, even central role of the state-I speak only of a tendency.
101. which what was thought to be happening was not merely the proliferation of actors but the actual, absolute decline of the state. 103 An intellectual movement is not defined by its origins, and global governance's center of gravity has shifted considerably. Indeed, part of the narrative self-identification of global governance as a field is, precisely, that it has moved on from this early, immature phase to embrace more grounded, technical analysis, including subfields whose work leads to very different conclusions about governance and the state. 104 On this reading, global governance as a discipline seems to demonstrate, through its own temporal narrative, that it is decidedly, correctly unconcerned with passing intellectual fashions. I hope so, but I am skeptical about this narrative, in particular about the effects on perspective that come from forming, in the present moment, opinions about how far we actually are removed from our own past.
There is a general tendency, in people and their institutions, to overstate the relevance and meaning of recent and proximate things. This is evident, for example, in the tendency of general histories to devote much more text to recent than to distant events, but also in Freud's narcissism of small differences 105 and in moral philosophy. 106 Mere currency or salience does not actually imply greater importance, of course-this is logically insupportable-and indeed the vicissitudes of recent events flatten out in memory and analysis with the passage of time; shifts that feel world-historical inevitably, in the rush of other equally world-historical events, acquire a different, more tempered perspectival patina. This does not mean there are no epochal changes, no moments of rupture; it is simply that we are predisposed to see more of them in our own time. We risk overstating the gravity of the moment, at every moment.
And I think, in some general but structural way, global governance reinforces this all-too-human tendency to overvalue the present, proximate, and novel; not only by its focus on change insufficiently tempered by longitudinal perspective, 107 but also by encouraging an inaccurately monolithic image of the prior system, which in turn amplifies the sense that recent changes profoundly diverge from that system. In the worst and weakest instances, this monolithism creates a straw Westphalia against which the rise of the internet, NGOs, and global capital read as qualitatively more radical than they are, and thereby invoke a spurious globalism. 108 But even in the best and most sober work, there is a risk of perspectival bias, if only arising from what is not written.
This dynamic may operate both within the broader definitional structure of global governance and, more narrowly, in encouraging confidence in the narrative claim that present scholarship has distanced itself from the more problematic researches of the 1990s. Despite its workman-like, technical quality, current scholarship in global governance may be profoundly marked by its own historically situated concepts-in particular in the very act of deciding what constitutes the proper object of study.
It is in this overvaluation of present change and undervaluation of temporal context that global governance exhibits a problematic susceptibility to fashion. Fashion, after all, is a disabling of longer-term temporal perspective-a collective enthusiasm by which we assign greater present value to a thing than, over time, we otherwise might. (Fashions in clothing, for example, change dramatically from year to year, yet dress codes exhibit considerably more stability over time; hems rise and fall, lapels widen and narrow, yet gender-differentiated clothing norms can be quite conservative.) The academic and policy realms are not immune to fashions. 109 The puzzle, of course, is that significant shifts-like the spread of Western dress or the rise of international organizations-are, of neces-sity, expressed through the Brownian motion of emphemeral trends, and the trick is to discern when something is just the one, and when it is both.
I do not wish to overstate the link between global governance's perspectival commitments to change and its present fashionability. After all, it is entirely possible for academic disciplines to adopt static methodologies, 110 while temporary enthusiasms can also develop for permanent truths, as the periodic resurgence of religious sentiment or the historical determinism underpinning Marxism 111 demonstrate. And of course, some things are fashionable-popular-for good reason. But this prompts me to suggest-in a purely speculative and general way-one further concern with global governance.
Some conceptual paradigms persist because they are powerfully generative of new, useful and persuasive thinking. Darwinian evolution, for example, continues to dominate our understanding of biology and fields beyond, largely due to its rigorous yet capacious explanatory power. Global governance, I fear, exhibits more capacity than rigor. Its popularity as an organizing concept derives more from its open, undefined, relatively content-free frame-its tendency to default towards the broad, ecumenical end of "governance"-and from the insights it allows rather than generates. 112 Global governance is less an intellectual engine than an aggregator; almost anything could plausibly be described as global governance, and in this it represents more a sensibility than a true discipline.
113
These are, admittedly, vast generalizations. I am surely guilty of excessive for-110. At various times, history has adopted Braudelian longue duree perspectives, and classical economics was long focused on parsimonious, predictive theories, while the realist, statist international relations that much global governance is developed against were, to a large extent, attempts to develop theoretical models based on static elements. And of course the hard sciences are often expressly oriented towards discerning "laws."
111. Global governance's change narrative carries echoes of that tenet of Marxism according to which the state would wither away. That was wrong, but what was interesting was what it said about the project's millennial qualities and its inattention to the possibility of sticky elements in the global order. Is it possible that global governance-though much more sober and technical, and not a fashion only of the left-is the latest incarnation of this intellectual tendency? It would certainly be worth inquiring into the genealogical links between current global governance study and previous scholarly or political projects that envisioned a radical shift in the state-centered system; global governance may share common perspectives with world government enthusiasms of the interwar and early postwar periods. See World Government, stAnford encycloPediA of PhilosoPhy (rev. ed. 2006), http:// plato.stanford.edu/entries/world-government/; see also derek b. heAter, A brief history of citizenshiP 105-12 (2004) (on world citizenship).
112. A more positive way to frame this would be that global governance is a liberating perspective, freeing us from the artificial strictures of statist theory.
113. Cf. Dingwerth & Pattberg, supra note 8, at 186 (describing a "global governance perspective").
malism; I certainly have taken the liberty of describing global governance theory and its definition almost as if these were Platonic entities, rather than distillations of countless scholars' efforts, and even though the communities interested in global governance are no better defined than the concept itself. So, I have set up my own little straw man. But if I am right that there is little uniting global governance as a field than a focus on change and an inclination to reject the narrow statism of classical international relations, what greater specificity could one possibly achieve? What could one say in praise or criticism of global governance as a field that would not merit immediate and justifiable objection for essentializing and ignoring complex sub-streams of scholarship? This immunity to generalization suggests something about the concept's coherence, and consequently, perhaps, its contribution. Global governance may simply encompass too much, and the risk in a Theory of Everything is that it does not actually explain much of anything.
114
Perhaps you are thinking, "What a Luddite!" I do not think so. Much as I find the eternal verities compelling, I personally prefer the idea of living in exciting times. I understand the attraction of discovering that the world is changing profoundly and having a theory to explain it, as well as the urge to align one's interpretation with one's preferences. It is hard not to get swept up in the heady prospect of witnessing (even contributing to?) a world-historical shift in the organization of the planet. That does not necessarily make it true, of course. Or false: the effervescent quality of some global governance does not mean there is nothing going on. There are real changes in the way we view legal regulation 115 and individual participation. 116 Even fashions and bubbles can be harbingers of real change; there is a lucra-114. Cf. Dingwerth & Pattberg, supra note 8, at 187 ("[T]he rather careless use of the term global governance has contributed to rendering the academic discourse as confusing as it is and to profoundly limiting the cumulativeness of research findings."). Again, none of this is an attack on the extraordinary insights that individual scholars achieve. I intend a critique of the underlying structure, not of any individual work, any one of which might be-so many of which unquestionably arerigorous and valuable. Indeed, it follows from my critique that global governance as a construct, apart from its distorting potential, may contribute so little to inquiry that we would not expect it to greatly deflect the work of an otherwise competent researcher.
115 article on the subject, I have been recognized as an indispensable if somewhat unreliable expert (though if you want to know the truth, I am going because I have never been to the Helvetic Archipelago before, and I am really looking forward to it). I will be delivering my paper entitled "Looking Back Fifty Years, I Couldn't Have Been More Mistaken." Maybe; I certainly would not mind being around long enough to be wrong. But here is another prediction: Even if that happens, at the conference there will be some other idea that is fashionable. There always is.
